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Public Comments and Responses 

FA-BOR Comments Responses 

FA-BOR-1 

FA-BOR-2 

FA-BOR-1: Due to the similarity in map color between BOR and BLM, 
the land status between the two agencies is difficult to discern.  BLM 
has revised applicable maps and charts to correct land status and acre-
ages.  The BLM is required to symbolize land status pursuant to IM NV 
-2008-028; however this is a recognized concern and BLM has modi-
fied the BOR symbology slightly to improve its visibility for this plan-
ning document only. 

BLM has furnished maps suitable for an RMP analysis. 

FA-BOR-2: Changes regarding land status acres and BOR grazing areas 
are reflected in FEIS.  However, the acreage and other numbers used in 
the alternatives are approximate and serve for comparison and analytic 
purposes only. Data from geographic information systems (GIS) have 
been used in developing acreage calculations and may not reflect exact 
measurements or precise calculations.  (Section 2.1.2) 
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Public Comments and Responses 

FA-EPA Comments Responses 

FA-EPA-1  


FA-EPA-1:  
The Final RMP/EIS has been revised to include more specific measures to 
protect sensitive resources.  Specific measures to protect sensitive re-
sources have been included in Appendix B, BMPs and SOPs.  Realty 
Avoidance and Exclusion areas, Priority Wildlife Habitat areas, and prior-
ity watershed areas were developed to further protect sensitive resources.  
BLM has addressed climate change further in the FEIS in the air quality 
sections Chapter 3, Section 3.2.10 and in Chapter 4.  These sections ad-
dress greenhouse gases, major economic sectors that contribute to emis-
sions of greenhouse gas compounds, global mean surface temperatures, 
and future trends. With regards to open designations for OHV use, the 
BLM has developed a range of alternatives that address options for lands 
open to OHV use. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

FA-EPA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

FA-EPA Comments Responses 

FA-EPA-2: 

FA-EPA-3:  

FA-EPA-2: 

BLM developed a range of alternatives that provide protective measures 

within Priority Wildlife Habitat areas, priority watershed areas, and within
 
Realty Avoidance and Exclusion Areas.  These defined areas have use 

restrictions that provide firm protective measures for resources.  The min-
erals sections also provide for protection of resources through No Surface
 
Occupancy (NSO) stipulations.  BLM has also included adaptive manage-
ment strategies to address valid existing rights, connected actions, provide 

for public safety, and an allowance for surface disturbance if proposed
 
actions are located where no suitable habitat occurs.
 

FA-EPA-3: 

Soil resources are protected through BMPs and SOPs listed in Appendix 

B. The FEIS/RMP includes restrictions of surface disturbance activities 
through wildlife and minerals management actions to protect sensitive 
resources as well as soil resources.  BLM has developed a range of alter-
natives for identifying potential Wild and Scenic River segments.  Wilder-
ness Study Areas (WSAs) are managed pursuant to the Interim Manage-
ment Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review (H-8550-1) which pro-
hibits salable mineral disposal or the development of leasable minerals 
under new permits or leases since the establishment of the WSAs. 

FA-EPA-4: The BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  Action R 
10.1 describes in detail the methodology to be used in the development of 
the Travel Management Plan.  

FA-EPA-4:  
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Public Comments and Responses 

FA-EPA Comments Responses 

FA-EPA-4 
Cont-d 

FA-EPA-5 

Federal Agencies - 6 

FA-EPA-5: The BLM has conducted additional analysis for climate 
change in the FEIS.  This analysis includes greenhouse gases, major eco-
nomic sectors contributing to emissions that are subject to BLM land use 
management practices, global mean temperature changes, and future 
trends. Wildlife priority habitat area, management of priority watersheds, 
lands and realty exclusion and avoidance areas all contain use restrictions 
which would reduce emissions. 



  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

FA-EPA Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

FA-USFWS Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

FA-USFWS Comments Responses 

FA-USFWS-1 


FA-USFWS-1: Action SSS 1.6 addresses Golden Eagles and provides for 
mitigation of adverse impacts following guidelines from the “ Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act” and applicable updates. Objectives and 
management actions common to all at CA-SSS 1.1 includes an action that 
would not authorize activities that would lead to listing a species.  The 
FEIS/RMP further addresses NSO stipulations to protect golden eagles 
and other sensitive species within priority wildlife habitat areas. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

FA-USFWS Comments Responses 

 FA-USFWS-2 


FA-USFWS-2: The BLM addresses protection of leks within Priority 
Sage-Grouse Wildlife Habitat areas and within Population Management 
Units in the FEIS/RMP. Management of these areas will take into con-
sideration core breeding habitats.  The Sonoma Range was not included 
in the Priority Wildlife Habitat designation due to its proximity to urban 
areas, checkerboard land status, and the amount of split estate lands.  
Furthermore, a portion of the Sonoma range lies within the municipal 
watershed which has protection measures that would also, indirectly, 
protect wildlife. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

FA-USGS Comments Responses 

FA-USGS-1 


FA-USGS-2 


FA-USGS-1: The social and economic analysis has been revised in the 
FEIS/RMP.  The alternatives were developed to provide a range of man-
agement choices. Accordingly, impacts vary according to the alterna-
tives. Specific measures to protect sensitive resources have been includ-
ed in Appendix B,  BMPs and SOPs.  Avoidance and Exclusion areas 
corresponding with Priority Wildlife Habitat areas were developed to 
further protect sensitive resources.  Measures identified through public 
comment to the DEIS were considered.  Those applicable, such as ad-
justments to Priority Wildlife Habitat areas, were added to the preferred 
alternative.  

FA-USGS-2: 
See the previous response to F-USGS-1 as a contrast point. The alterna-
tives were developed to provide a range of management choices and em-
phasis. Refer to Sections 2.5, 2.6 and 3.5.5. for an examination of eco-
nomic and social effects within the Winnemucca District; in particular 
refer to the “Socioeconomic Report”, Volume 5, Appendix H.  The pro-
posed alternative of the FEIS seeks to minimize adverse economic effect 
and adverse impacts to wildlife and habitat. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments ResponsesFA-USGS 

FA-USGS-3 

FA-USGS-4 

FA-USGS-5: 

FA-USGS-6 

FA-USGS-3 : The social and economic section of the FEIS/RMP has been 
revised.  BLM has identified numerous Standard Operating Procedures 
and Best Management Practices in Appendix B which provide possible 
mitigation measures to reduce adverse impacts to wildlife and habitat.  
These SOPs and BMPs are applicable to all alternatives. 

FA-USGS-4: Specific measures to protect sensitive resources have been 
included in the range of alternatives and in Appendix B,  BMPs and 
SOPs.  Priority Wildlife Habitat areas and Avoidance and Exclusion areas 
were developed to further protect sensitive resources.  FEIS has revisited 
climate change in the air quality section. 

FA-USGS-5: BMPs (Appendix B) are mitigations measures that should 
help to reduce surface disturbances and reduce impacts to wildlife and 
habitat. 

FA-USGS-6 : Web site citation has been corrected in the PRMP/FEIS. 
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BLM Responses to Public Comments 

LOCAL & STATE AGENCIES 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt Coun- Comments Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 1: L&SA- The PRMP/FEIS is comprised of management actions that reflect Humboldt public and RAC subgroup comments; BLM laws, regulations, and County-1 policy; input from Cooperating Agencies; and district management 
and staff input. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments ResponsesL&SA-Humboldt County 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 2 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 3 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 4 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 5 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 2:
 
Surface disturbance is defined in the glossary – Chapter 7 . 


L&SA-Humboldt County - 3:
 
The action states resource advisors would be “notified”. It is desirable 

to have them available, however suppression operations will continue if 

they are not on site. 


L&SA-Humboldt  County - 4:
 
Newly developed herbicides must be “approved” for use on public lands.
 
The BLM strives to work with others to seek approval for use.  The BLM
 
has revised Objective D-VW 2 in the PRMP/FEIS. 


L&SA-Humboldt County - 5:
 
Alternative C was not selected as the Proposed RMP. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt County Comments Responses 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 6 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 7 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 8 

L&SA-Humboldt  County - 6:
 
BLM considered a range of alternatives applicable to crested wheat 

grass seedings in Section VR 2.
 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 7 and 8:
 
The BLM has developed a range of alternatives concerning manage-
ment of crested wheatgrass seedings.  See VR 2.  See also C-VR 4.1 

and D-VR 4.1.  BLM addressed timing to seed disturbed areas in
 
section VR 4. Specifically, D-VR 4 states seeding would “be from
 
September 15th through March 15th.
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt County Comments Responses 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 8 
Cont-d. 

L&SA-Humboldt  County - 9 and 10: L&SA- 
BLM has revisited Action D-VRW 1.1 in the PRMP/FEIS. Action D-Humboldt 
VRW 1.1.1 was added to address causal factors. County - 9 

L&SA- 

Humboldt
 
County - 

10
 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 11: The BLM would work cooperatively with 
NDOW with respect to introductions of wildlife species including the 
management of pioneering elk populations.  Please see Nevada Elk Spe-
cies Management Plan (ESMP) for information addressing your concerns. 

L&SA- 
Humboldt   
County - 11 
 

 

The ESMP was adopted by the Nevada State Board of Wildlife commis-
sioners in 1997. Its preparation was overseen by a committee made up of 
a wide variety of community stakeholders and reviewed at several public 
hearings throughout the state. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt County Comments 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 12 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 13 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 14 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County-15   

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County-16  

Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 12:
 
BLM is required to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Action
 
FW 4.1 includes mitigation measures if “active” nests are located. 


L&SA-Humboldt County 13:
 
FW 8.3 was revised based on a case by case basis.
 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 14:
 
This was addressed in LG5.5.
 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 15:
 
PMUs plans were considered in the development of the alternatives.  

These plans are derived from the First Edition Greater Sage-Grouse Con-
servation Plan for Nevada and Eastern California (June 2004), which is a 

plan identified in section 1.8 of this RMP "Consistency with Other Plans".  

The PMU plans are therefore incorporated throughout this document.   

The FEIS/RMP will address management of PMUs. 


L&SA-Humboldt County - 16:
 
The BLM has revisited management of leks within PMU boundaries in the 

FEIS/RMP.
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt County Comments 

L&SA-
Humboldt 
County - 17 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 18 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 19 

L&SA-20 
Humboldt 
County - 

Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 17:
 
See Action D-LG 1.3.1 and Action D-WHB 5.7.1
 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 18:
 
The State Engineer may no longer grant permits to the BLM for the bene-
ficial use of stock water.  This does not necessarily negate permits granted 

before this decision was made.  Additionally, the State Engineer has ruled 

that wild horses are acceptable as a beneficial use under the umbrella of 

wildlife, Division of Water Resources ruling #5489.  The BLM adheres to
 
United States Code: Title 43 USC 666, also known as the McCarran 

amendment, which requires that federal entities waive sovereign immuni-
ty and comply with state water law.  If water law conflicts with manage-
ment objectives and actions, the BLM will defer to state law and seek to 

use the most effective alternative means to manage the health of the land
 
and its multiple uses. 


L&SA-Humboldt  County - 19: 

Action D-LG 1.5 promotes cooperating monitoring..
 

L&SA-Humboldt  County - 20: 

BLM revised D-LG 1.11 to allow prescribed grazing flexibility.
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt County Comments Responses 

L&SA-
Humboldt 
County - 21 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 22 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 23 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 24 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 21: 
Comment noted 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 22:
 
BLM has taken into consideration lands to be retained and suitable 

for disposal in D-LR 2.1—See Figure 2-66.
 

L&SA-Humboldt County - 23 and 24: 
Comment noted 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-Humboldt County Comments Responses 

L&SA- 
Humboldt 
County - 25

L&SA- Humboldt  County –25: 
The BLM is required to identify and evaluate river segments to determine 
eligibility, tentative classification protection requirements and suitability 
under the Wild and Scenic River Act. A range of alternatives were devel-
oped in the DEIS to address Wild and Scenic Rivers.  Eligibility of identi-
fied river segments is addressed in the FEIS/RMP. The final proposed 
RMP does not bring forward segments for W&SR designation—See D-
WSR 1.1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

Local & State Agencies - 10 




  

 

 

 

 

  
 

 
  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-1 

L&SA-
N2GB-2 

L&SA-N2GB-1:  

Recreation demand will fluctuate within the life of this plan.  The FEIS/
 
RMP includes revisions to the social and economic section. 


L&SA-N2GB-2: All alternatives offer multiple use.  No grazing was
 
considered in the range of alternatives as an option under Alternative C, 

however, Alternatives A,B,C option 1 and D allow for grazing.  Please 

note impacts related to “no grazing” Option 2.  The FEIS/RMP further 

addresses prescriptive grazing in the management actions. 


Local & State Agencies - 11 



  

 

 

 

  
   
 

  
   

 
  

   
  

   

 
 

 

    
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-3
 

L&SA-
N2GB-4
 

Attached literature was reviewed and considered by BLM; however, it is 

not included in this Appendix.  This document is viewable from the link 

provided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca RMP web-
site at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html. 


L&SA-N2GB-3: 

BLM is required under FLPMA Section 202 (C) (3) to give priority to the 

designation and protection of ACECs.  43 CFR 1610.7-2(a) and 43 CFR
 
1601.0-5(a) also require BLM to designate ACEC as part of the planning 

process.   The Stillwater, Pine Forest, and Raised Bog ACEC nominations
 
are only proposed in Alternatives C and D, not proposed in A or B.  The 

Osgood Milvetch ACEC is the existing ACEC under Winnemucca Dis-
trict's current land use plans. No defined management actions relating to
 
livestock grazing are provided under ACEC management. The attachment
 
documents were reviewed and considered by BLM; however, they are not
 
included in this Appendix.  To view this document contact the Winne-
mucca District Office at 775-623-1500, or via e-mail at 

wfoweb@blm.gov.
 

L&SA-N2GB-4:  

Refer to Standards and Guidelines for Nevada’s Sierra Front-North West-
ern Great Basin Area, Standard #4 :  Populations and communities of na-
tive plant species and habitats for native animal species are healthy, pro-
ductive and diverse. As indicated by:…Good diversity of height, size,
 
and distribution of plants.
 

Local & State Agencies - 12 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-5 

L&SA-N2GB-5: 
Prescribed grazing is addressed in Action D-VR 3.1 with respect to cheat-
grass. Actions D-VRW 1.1 and D-VRW1.1.1 address riparian habitat and 
wetlands management to include other causal factors affecting PFC be-
sides livestock grazing. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-6


L&SA-
N2GB-7
 

L&SA-
N2GB-8


L&SA-N2GB-6: 

Comment noted
 

L&SA-N2GB-7: 

Management of AML is addressed in WHB 5.2.
 

L&SA-N2GB-8: 

CA-WFM 2.1 and 2.2 emphasize collaboration with interagency partners.
 
CA-WFM 3.3 emphasized fire planning including partnerships for land-
scape scale fire management planning. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB  -9 

L&SA-
N2GB-1  0 

L&SA-N2GB-9: 

Action VRW 1.1 includes coordination, consultation and cooperation 

with affected publics and to develop management actions to improve 

riparian areas.
 

L&SA-N2GB-10:
 
Recreation use will fluctuate throughout the life of the plan. 


Local & State Agencies - 15 



  

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

    
  

  

 

  

 
 

   
    

  
     

   
 

Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-11 

L&SA-
N2GB-12 

L&SA-
N2GB-13 

L&SA-
N2GB-14 

L&SA-N2GB-11:None of the alternatives except Alternative C Option 2 
proposes prevention of grazing within ACECs. If use within ACECs 
threatens or damages resource values, separate implementation plans 
would be developed to manage and mitigate impacts. 

L&SA-N2GB-12: The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of October 2, 
1968 (Public Law 90-542) requires that BLM consider W&SR val-
ues in its land use planning process.  The Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act of October 2, 1968 (Public Law 90-542) require that BLM con-
sider W&SR values in its land use planning process. The BLM has 
developed a range of alternatives in WSR 1.1.  Also, refer to Appen-
dix G. 

L&SA-N2GB-13:  Action B-BCB 1.1 includes collaboration with lo-
cal communities with respect to Back County By-ways. 

L&SA-N2GB-14: Comment noted. 

Local & State Agencies - 16 



  

 

 

 

 
  

 

  
   

   

  
 

 

 
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-15  

L&SA-
N2GB-16  

L&SA-
N2GB-17 

L&SA-N2GB-15: 
BLM has addressed these issues throughout the DEIS (See VW, Fire 
Fuels) Further revisions are included in the PRMP/FEIS. Applying land 
health standards are identified in Appendix B – SOPs/BMPs applicable to 
WH&B . 

L&SA-N2GB-16: 
Comment noted. 

L&SA-N2GB-17: The PRMP/FEIS further addresses climate change in 
Chapter 3 Air Quality.  Land Health Standards have been developed for 
livestock grazing and WH&Bs. In accordance with Planning Regulations 
43 CFR 1610.4-9, BLM periodically evaluates land use plans, at a mini-
mum of every five years.  Evaluations consider; 1) Decisions remain rele-
vant to current issues, 2) Effective in achieving or make progress toward 
achieving desired outcomes, 3)Any decisions that need to be revised, 4) 
Decisions that need to be dropped, 5)Any areas that require new deci-
sions.  – See Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1 (2005).  

Local & State Agencies - 17 



  

 

 

 

   
   

  
 

 
     

 

 

 

 
 

    
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB –18 

L&SA-
N2GB-19 

L&SA-
N2GB-20 

L&SA-
N2GB-21 

L&SA-
N2GB-22 

L&SA-
N2GB-23 

L&SA-N2GB-18: Management action CA-WFM3.1 emphasizes land-
scape scale planning to protect both WUI areas and areas containing high 
resource values.  Objective CA-WFM 1 includes protection of property 
and priority wildlife habitant areas as suppression priorities.  Please also 
note BMP/SOP Appendix B emphasizes large landscape scale fuelbreaks. 

L&SA-N2GB-19: Actions B, C and D – LR 4.1.2 (c) Indicates the one of 
main purposes for acquiring private lands is to provide access to public 
lands. Allowing the seller the right to refuse access to the public would 
defeat the purpose for the acquisition.  Easement for system roads are 
acquired on a case by case basis.  See Action B. C , and D - TA 2.1 
System roads are for public use. 

L&SA-N2GB-20: This is part of Standard 1 Soils - surface litter and cov-
er parameters are defined in ecological site description reference sheets 
which are available from USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service. 
These reference sheets are used to determine departure from normal as 
part of interpreting and measuring indicators of rangeland health. 

L&SA-N2GB-21: The BLM obtains water rights for WH&B not to sup-
plement or enhance quality of life for WH&B, but rather to maintain 
availability of existing water. 

L&SA-N2GB-22: The BLM has conducted additional analysis for cli-
mate change in the PRMP/FEIS.  See Chapter 3 Air Quality. This analy-
sis includes greenhouse gases, major economic sectors contributing to 
emissions that are subject to BLM land use management practices, global 
mean temperature changes, and future trends.  BLM is required to moni-
tor forest health as required under the Healthy Forest Restoration Act and 
also participates with National Forest Health Monitoring program. 

Local & State Agencies - 18 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments 

L&SA-N2GB 
-24 

L&SA-N2GB 
-25 

L&SA-N2GB 
-26 

L&SA-N2GB 
- 27 

L&SA-N2GB 
-28 
L&SA-N2GB 
-29 
L&SA-N2GB 
-30 

L&SA-N2GB-24: Management action D-FW1.1 “Priority habitat areas” empha-
sizes achieving desired habitat conditions. Specific management actions that would 
achieve habitat conditions would be defined and implemented on a case by case 
basis.  These actions would be subject to NEPA with public involvement and may 
include fuel treatments or habitat restoration.  Priority habitats also correspond with 
“exclusion and avoidance areas” addressed in the Lands and Realty section.  

L&SA-N2GB-25: The BLM has developed a range of alternatives - FW 1.4. BLM  
Manual 1745 Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, and Reestablishment of 
Fish, Wildlife, and Plants and  Executive Orders 11987 and 13112 also directs 
BLM with respect to introductions, transplants, augmentation, and re-establishment 
of fish, wildlife, and plants. Action FW 2.2 includes language applicable to devel-
opment of implementation plans and coordination with NDOW and others. 

L&SA-N2GB-26: The BLM adheres to United States Code: Title 43 USC 666, also 
known as the McCarran amendment, which requires that federal entities waive 
sovereign immunity and comply with state water law. If water law conflicts with 
management objectives and actions, the BLM will defer to state law and seek to 
use the most effective alternative means to manage the health of the land and its 
multiple uses. 

L&SA-N2GB-27:Use restrictions, stipulations and mitigation measures that may 
be employed are based on conventional science. The BLM works cooperatively 
with the permittees while attempting to maintain or achieve the Standards for 
Rangeland Health and welcomes any input that may help. Use restrictions that may 
be applied in order to protect sage-grouse habitat could include exclusion areas 
(riparian areas), season-of-use restrictions, and utilization criteria. These or other 
applicable restrictions may be implemented in any location where livestock grazing 
or other uses are negatively impacting sage-grouse habitat.  SSS 1.2 has been re-
vised in the FEIS/RMP to clearly show what use restrictions would be applied. 

L&SA-N2GB-28: The FEIS reflects the definition of surface disturbance. SSS 
1.2.1 has been revised in the FEIS/RMP to clearly show what use restrictions 
would be applied. 

L&SA-N2GB-29: See response L&SA-N2GB-27.  SSS 1.2.2 has been revised in 
the FEIS/RMP to clearly show what use restrictions would be applied. 

L&SA-N2GB-30: BLM is not proposing changes in Herd Area (HA) boundaries.  
BLM has proposed adjustments to Herd Management Areas (HMAs) to promote 
efficient management of WH&Bs.  Boundary changes relate to existing fences or 
topological barriers. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-31 

L&SA-
N2GB-32 

L&SA-
N2GB-33 

L&SA-
N2GB-34 

L&SA-
N2GB-35 

L&SA-N2GB-31:
 
Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at the site 

specific or allotment level. 


L&SA-N2GB-32:
 
A range of alternatives were presented in LG 1.9. Action B-LG 1.9 does 

not include creating forage banks. The Proposed RMP (Alternative D)
 
includes forage banks.
 

L&SA-N2GB-33:
 
Changing the class of livestock would require a grazing permit modifica-
tion and an environmental analysis to comply with the requirements of
 
NEPA prior to approving a permit modification.  Changing the class of
 
livestock is addressed in LG4. 


L&SA-N2GB-34:
 
D-LG-5.4 has been modified to include opportunities to develop
 
cooperative agreements with permittees.  


L&SA-N2GB-35:
 
LG 5.3.1 has been revised to clarify the management action.  Objective 

D-LG 1 includes collaborating with permittees in the management of
 
rangelands. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-3

L&SA-
N2GB-3

L&SA-
N2GB-3

L&SA-
N2GB-3

L&SA-
N2GB-4

L&SA-N2GB-36: Action CA R-3.1 includes pursuing partnerships to 
accomplish recreation management objectives.  Action D-R 6.2 addresses 
camping near water sources. 

L&SA-N2GB-37:  FLPMA directs BLM’s multiple use mandate. 

L&SA-N2GB-38:  A separate travel management plan will be developed 
that includes public outreach and coordination with affected parties. See 
action – D-R 10.2 

L&SA-N2GB-39: Pine Forest contains diverse landscapes, notable lakes
 
and reservoirs, a diverse array of habitat, including sensitive species habi-
tat, sub-alpine limber and white bark pine stands.  The Stillwater Range is 

a traditional pine nut harvest area for local Native Americans.  It is con-
sidered a place of cultural and spiritual regeneration and includes a num-
ber of traditional cultural properties (TCPs). The NDOW and Fallon Pai-
ute Tribe nominated these areas respectively. 


L&SA-N2GB-40:
 
ACECs differ from special management designations, such as WSAs, in
 
that the ACEC designation by itself does not automatically prohibit and/
 
or restrict other uses.  Management Actions applicable to ACECs, if des-
ignated, are in ACEC 1.
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-41

L&SA-
N2GB-4

L&SA-
N2GB-43

L&SA-
N2GB-44

L&SA-N2GB-41:
 
WSAs are managed in accordance with BLM Manual 6840. 


L&SA-N2GB-42:
 
The BLM has conducted additional analysis for climate change in the 

PRMP/FEIS.  See Chapter 3, Air Quality. This analysis includes green-
house gases, major economic sectors contributing to emissions that are 

subject to BLM land use management practices, global mean temperature
 
changes, and future trends. 


L&SA-N2GB-43:
 
Refer to Technical Reference 1730-2 Biological Soil Crusts: Ecology and
 
Management.  Management actions applicable to biological crust are lo-
cated in soils S-1. 


L&SA-N2GB-44:
 
Fuel breaks are addressed in WFM 2. 


Local & State Agencies - 22 



  

 

 

  
 

   
 

  

  
  

 

  
 

   

  
   

Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-4  5 

L&SA-
N2GB-4  6 

L&SA-
N2GB-4  7 

L&SA-
N2GB-4  8 

L&SA-N2GB-45: 
BLM recognizes there are multiple threats to LCT Habitat.  Pg. 3-57 of 
the DEIS states that changes affecting LCT habitat include human activi-
ty. Protection of LCT habitat is further addressed in the PRMP/FEIS.  
See water resources action D-WR 1.2 This was taken from the 1995 LCT 
Recovery Plan and the correct reference is cited in the RMP in Section 
3.2.10.1 as (USFWS 1995). 

L&SA-N2GB-46:
 
NW/Sierra Front-Northwestern Great Basin -  Resource Advisory Council 

Standards and Guidelines for WH&B are included in appendix E. 


L&SA-N2GB-47:
 
Prescribed grazing is be considered in WFM 2.1.
 

L&SA-N2GB-48: 
Prescribed grazing is included in Management Action VR 4.3, Alterna-
tives B and D, WFM 2.1.  BLM Winnemucca District concurs with 
seeding in the fall; however, flexibility with seeding periods is neces-
sary due to availability of seeds and funding.  

Local & State Agencies - 23 



  

 

 

  

  
 

  
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-4  9 

L&SA-
N2GB-50  

L&SA-
N2GB-5  1 

L&SA-
N2GB-5  2 

L&SA-N2GB-49:   Prescriptive grazing applicable to fuelbreaks is ad-
dressed in WFM 2.1.  Prescriptive grazing is not limited to class of live-
stock. 


L&SA-N2GB-50:
 
Comment is outside the scope of this RMP.  Licensing of OHVs is a 

State of Nevada responsibility.  A separate OHV travel management
 
plan will be developed in the future. 


L&SA-N2GB-51:  BLM must comply with the multiple use mandate of
 
FLPMA.
 

L&SA-N2GB-52:   The social and economic section has been updated in
 
the FEIS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-53 

L&SA-
N2GB-54 

L&SA-
N2GB-55 

L&SA-
N2GB-56 

L&SA-
N2GB-57 

L&SA-N2GB-53: The population within the Winnemucca District admin-
istrative area will fluctuate during the life of this plan. 

L&SA-N2GB-54: The FEIS includes additional information on climate 
change. 

L&SA-N2GB-55:  Based on monitoring of fire rehab seedings since 
1980, grazing prevents establishment of new seedlings. New seedlings 
are uprooted.  The BLM has developed a range of alternatives - VR 4.1 
See BLM  Manual 1745 Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, and 
Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and Plants and  Executive Orders 
11987 and 13112.  

L&SA-N2GB-56: The Wild Horses and Burros Goal as described in the 
RMP states, in part, “Protect, manage, and control healthy, self-
sustaining wild horse and burro (WHB) populations within established 
herd management areas HMAs at appropriate management levels 
(AMLs) in a manner designed to achieve and maintain a thriving natural 
ecological balance (TNEB) and multiple-use relationship on public 
lands.”  The PRMP/FEIS includes additional impact analysis to soils 
from Wild Horses and Burros. See Chapter 3 Soils. 

L&SA-N2GB-57: Prescribed grazing is addressed in Action D-VR 4-3 
with respect to cheatgrass. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-58 

L&SA-
N2GB-59 

L&SA-
N2GB-60 

L&SA-N2GB-58:
 
D-VR 5.1 allows for native and introduced seeded species. VR 4.1 also
 
addresses use of native and non-native species.
 

L&SA-N2GB-59:
 
Actions L-G1.2 address utilizing an adaptive management approach to
 
achieve resource objectives and standards for rangeland health.  Adjust-
ments to forage allocation is spelled out in LG 7.3 based on monitoring
 
and data or information.
 

L&SA-N2GB-60 

“Current knowledge” refers to greater understanding of the implications 

of allowing riparian areas to deteriorate. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-N2GB-61: 
As part of BLM rangeland health standards, water quality must be held to 

L&SA-
N2GB-6  1 

state standards.  Additionally, a number of beneficial uses from livestock 
grazing are listed in SOPs. See Appendix B. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-6  2 

L&SA-
N2GB-6  3 

L&SA-
N2GB-64  

L&SA-N2GB-62:
 
See response L&SA-N2GB-58.
 

L&SA-N2GB-63:
 
Comment noted.   


L&SA-N2GB-64:
 
A range of alternatives were developed with respect to open and closed 

lands for grazing. Action D-LG 1.3 allocates forage at current permitted 

levels.
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-N2GB Comments Responses 

L&SA-
N2GB-65 

L&SA-
N2GB-66 

L&SA-
N2GB-67 

L&SA-N2GB-65: Several factors went into the determination of Priority 

Wildlife Habitat Areas. As a starting point, and through cooperation with
 
NDOW, the areas that are designated as Population Management Units 

(PMUs) for the candidate species greater sage-grouse were reviewed.  

Many of these areas are also inhabited by the threatened species Lahontan
 
cutthroat trout (LCT). Of these areas, the ones considered to be the most 

crucial for protection due to presence of at-risk wildlife species habitat, 

are those proposed as Priority Wildlife habitat areas.  The PRMP/FEIS 

proposed alternative (D) clarifies management of these areas to include 

use restrictions and permit stipulations applicable to certain minerals and 

rights-of-way proposals in order to protect these areas. See D – FW 1.2, 

D-SSS 1.2.1 and D-SSS1.2N.
 
The vast majority of the areas were determined as described above, yet
 
small adjustments were made based on other considerations such as land
 
ownership, habitat fragmentation and areas already under special manage-
ment or proposed as such (e.g. WSAs, ACECs), For ease in defining and
 
describing the priority area boundaries, section lines were used as much 

as possible.
 

L&SA-N2GB-66: See response L&SA-N2GB-26.  The State Engineer
 
has granted water rights for wild horses.  


L&SA-N2GB-67:
 
Section WFM-3 addresses fuels management. Prescribed grazing as a 

fuels treatment is considered in the PRMP/FEIS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses
L&SA-N2GB 

L&SA-
N2GB-68 

L&SA-N2GB-68: Refer to LG 1.3 
Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at the site 
specific or allotment level.  Four alternatives considered allocation of 
AUMs.  Based on current regulatory requirements, grazing policy and 
existing land use plan decisions, the BLM will continue to adjust live-
stock AUMs by allotment on a case-by-case basis to ensure grazing is 
meeting or making significant progress towards meeting rangeland health 
standards.  Section 2.2.2 clarifies how allocation of AUMs were consid-
ered in the range of alternatives. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-NDOW Comments Responses 

L&SA- 
NDOW-1 

L&SA- 
NDOW-2 

L&SA- 
NDOW-3 

L&SA-NDOW-1:Action D-FW 1.2 and D-FW 1.4 provides substantial 
flexibility for wildlife introductions. 

L&SA-NDOW-2: Section FW 6 has been revised in the FEIS to address 
availability of water for wildlife.  LG 5.4 also addresses availability of 
water. 

L&SA-NDOW-3: Lotic and lentic systems are dynamic and constantly in 
flux. Naturally occurring events, such as fires or floods, and other impacts 
such as roads, land ownership, multiple use, or actions outside of the dis-
cretion of the BLM (ie dewatering, irrigation, etc) can affect PFC ratings 
and recovery. BLM has provided a realistic range of alternatives and PFC 
percentages for management actions designed to make progress towards 
PFC. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-NDOW Comments 

L&SA- 
NDOW-4 

L&SA- 
NDOW-5 

L&SA- 
NDOW-6 

L&SA- 
NDOW-7 

Responses 
L&SA-NDOW-4 – The proposed RMP includes revised management
 
of priority wildlife habitat areas – See D-FW1.1  Sensitive species 

management applicable to sage-grouse is addressed at D-SSS 1.2.1 and 

D-SSS 1.2N.
 

L&SA-NDOW-5:  

AMLs will be considered in implementation level plans. 


L&SA-NDOW-6:  

Use of prescribed fire is identified in D-WFM 2.1.
 

L&SA-NDOW-7:  

Management of priority wildlife areas and management of sensitive 

species habitat will reflect use restrictions applicable to renewable 

energy. See Fish and Wildlife D-FW 1.1 and sensitive species D-SSS 

1.2.1 and SSS 1.2N. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-NDOW Comments Responses 

L&SA- 
NDOW-8 

L&SA- 
NDOW-9 

L&SA-NDOW-8: Guzzlers are addressed in FW-6. A separate trav-
el management plan will be developed that would address specifics 
for OHV use. See Recreation D-R-10.2. 

L&SA-NDOW-9: Identification of SRMAs and RMZ are required in 
RMPs. Decisions as to specific projects, such as campsite locations, 
etc., will be addressed in implementation level plans and associated 
NEPA.  For more information refer to BLM Handbook (H-1601-1 Ap-
pendix C, Recreation and Visitor Services).  
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses
L&SA-NDOW 

L&SA-
NDOW-10 L&SA-NDOW-10:
 

Action D-FW 1.2 and D-FW 1.4 provides substantial flexibility for 

wildlife introductions. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-NVSC Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-NVSC Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-SHPO Comments Responses 

L&SA- 
SHPO-1 

&SA-SHPO-1: 
LM conducted VRM inventory in 2009.  The results of this inven-
ry were utilized in developing VRM classes for the different alter-

atives.  OCTA was consulted. Methodology also discussed with 
lice Baldrica of NSHPO office. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-PCBCC Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

L&SA-PCBCC Comments Responses 

L&SA-
PCBCC-1 

L&SA-
PCBCC-2 

L&SA-PCBCC-1: LG 1.3 provides a range of actions relating to closure 
of areas to livestock grazing. The BLM assumes the reference to the Rye 
Patch Allotment means the Humboldt River Ranch and Old Victory High-
way Allotment areas.  Alternatives A and B do not include the Rye Patch 
Allotment to be closed. The Proposed Alternative (D) does not close 
these allotments. 

L&SA-PCBCC-2:  BLM adheres to FLPMA 202(C)(a) with re-
spect to local plan consistency.  BLM is required to ensure that 
RMPs developed under FLPMA are consistent with state and local 
land use plans only if consistent with federal law. The Proposed 
RMP (Alternative D) does not propose closing these allotments. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-FMPST Comments Responses 

T-FMPST-1 T-FMPST-1:
 
The BLM will continue to consult with all Federally recognized tribes 

with valid interests in our district. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-FMPST Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-FMPST Comments Responses 
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-FMPST Comments Responses 

T-FMPST-
2 

T-FMPST-
3 

T-FMPST-2: 
Action D-LR-3.2 address transfer of public lands to the Fort McDermitt 
Tribe subject to Congressional approval. Tribal Consultation Action CA-
TC 2.3 includes opportunities for tribes to establish standards for manage-
ment of cultural resources. 

T-FMPST-3:Comment noted and is reflected in FEIS. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-SLPT Comments Responses 

T-SLPT–1  

T-SLPT-

Attachments were reviewed and considered by BLM; however, they are 
not included in this Appendix.  This document is viewable from the link 
provided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca RMP 
website at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/ 
rmp.html. 

T-SLPT-1:  
The Winnemucca District will adhere to current BLM policy regarding 
Native American Trust. The attachment document was reviewed and 
considered by BLM; however, it is not included in this Appendix.  To 
view this document contact the Winnemucca District Office at 775-623-
1500, or via e-mail at wfoweb@blm.gov. 

T-SLPT-2:  
Action TC 3.1 provides a range of alternatives that includes opportuni-
ties to develop partnerships with tribes to monitor the condition of cul-
tural  resources and provide law enforcement patrols susceptible to ille-
gal collection or vandalism. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-SLPT Comments Responses 

T-SLPT-3 

T-SLPT-4 

T-SLPT-5 

T-SLPT-3:
 
1) Congressional Action is required to transfer lands to the BIA for res-
ervation expansion. Any designation of lands in the area of the Summit 

Lake Reservation as suitable for disposal may be available for private 

acquisition as well as Tribal or BIA acquisition.
 

2) Area described includes land within a ISA and lands withdrawn for 

the USF&WS.
 

T-SLPT-4:
 
See response to comment T-SLPT-3.
 

T-SLPT-5:
 
See response to comment T-SLPT-3. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-SLPT Comments Responses 

T-SLPT-6 

T-SLPT-7 

T-SLPT-8 

T-SLPT-9 

T-SLPT-6:  

Management of invasive and noxious plants is identified in VW-1, 

VW2.1.  Prioritization of areas needing weed treatments is outside the
 
scope of the RMP and is addressed at implementation planning levels. 


T-SLPT-7: VR 1.3.1, Pg 2-50, 2-51 offers a range of alternatives that in-
cludes not using non native plant species for rehabilitation or reclamation.
 
D-VR 4.1 prioritizes use of native seed to stabilize areas. 


T-SLPT-8:  

Management of LCT habitat within the RMP decision area is located in
 
the Water Resources section—Table 2-1. See Action D-WR 1.2.
 

T-SLPT-9:
 
BLM has revisited the Vegetation-Rangeland section to address short
 
term harvesting of plant materials for Native American use. 
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Public Comments and Responses 
T-SLPT Comments Responses 

T-SLPT-10 

T-SLPT-11 

T-SLPT-12 

 

T-SLPT-10: Alternative D classifies the lands surrounding the reserva-
tion as VRM Class II; see Figure 2-15 of the FEIS. 


T-SLPT-11:  

A separate Transportation and Travel Management Plan will be devel-
oped for managing OHV use—See D-R 10.2. Seasonal restrictions 

and temporary closures of roads are addressed at D-TA 4.3.
 

T-SLPT-12: 

BLM will further be developing a Comprehensive Travel and Transpor-
tation Management Plan during the implementation phase of this RMP 

subject to public review—See D-R 10.2
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-SLPT Comments Responses 

T-SLPT-12 
Cont-d 

T-SLPT-13 

T-SLPT–14  

T-SLPT-15 

T-SLPT-16 

T-SLPT-17 

T-SLPT-13 See response to T-SLPT-12.
 

T-SLPT-14: 

The BLM has facilities at Water Canyon, Pine Forest, Lovelock Cave, 

Steven’s Camp and Soldier Meadows.  Fees collected from SRPs are in a 

large part dedicated to developing such facilities. 


T-SLPT-15: See response T-SLPT-12.  BLM only maintains BLM system
 
roads.  Main access routes to the reservation are not BLM system roads.
 

T-SLPT-16: See response to T-SLPT-12.
 

T-SLPT-17:  See response T-SLPT 12 and 15.
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-SLPT Comments Responses 

T-SLPT-18 

T-SLPT-19 

T-SLPT-18:  

A Comprehensive Transportation & Travel Management Plan (CTTMP) 

will address these concerns after the Record of Decision for the RMP is 

signed. The CTTMP will be determined with full public participation and
 
input.  Road maintenance addressing flood and sediment damage, design, 

temporary road closures are provided in TA 1. 


T-SLPT –19 

The tribe is a member of the LCT recovery team.  The ISA planning doc-
ument is part of the Black Rock RMP, which has already been complet-
ed. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

T-SLPT Comments Responses 

T-SLPT-20 

T-SLPT-20:  
Comment noted. 
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